Buiiding the
July 3. 1996 Wireles: Future

Celluias
‘ Telecommunications

Mr. William F. Caton R 1996 industr, Assopiat‘io.n
Socreay
Federal Communications Commission FERAY ¢ GMMUNmnons rommm Suite 200
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222 TFHIGE OF SECRr Washington, D.C. 20036

; -785-0081 Telephone
Washington, DC 20554 ggg 72({}22; ::flp one

Re  Ex Parte Presentation ET Docket No. 93-62
(Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental Effects
of Radio Frequency Radiation)

Dear Mr. Caton

On Tuesday, July 2, 1996, Ms Jo-Anne Basile, Vice President, External
and Industry Relations, of the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
sent the attached information to Mr Rudolfo M. Baca, Senior Legal Advisor to
Commissioner James H Quello, concerning Radio Frequency emissions.

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, an original and

one copy of this letter and the attachment are being filed with your office. If you
have any questions concerning this submission please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Karen Denise Simao
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Pl Exparte Docket No. 93-67
(Guidelines for Evaluating the [nvironmental Effects
of Radio Frequency Radiation

Dear Mr Cator

On Friday June 21,1996, CTIA represented by Ms Jo-Anne Basile, Vice
President, Externat and Internal Relations AT & T Wireless, represented by Ms
Candy Castle, Director External Affairs and M1 Chuck Eger, Senior Counsel
Motorola Corporation et with Mr David Wye  Technology Advisor, Wireless
lelecommunications Bureau, and Dr  Robert Cleveland Jr., Environmental
Scientist, Office of Lngineering and Technology, via conference call  The
discussion concernad the Commission's pending decision in the referenced
proceeding.  The views expressed in this meeting reflect the positions of the
parties as previonsiy fded i this docket

Pursuant 1 hection 11206 of the Comnussion's Rules, an original and
one copy of this lelter 1s being filed with your office for inclusion in the

referenced docket It you have anv questions concerning this submission
please contact the andersigned

Sincerely

karen Demse Simao



1) To avoid unnecessary speculation regarding material not
relevant to the exposure requiremaents of the proposed regulation,
we recommend that when outhning the exposure requirements
reference should be made to the specfc section of source
material  For exampie
EXPOSURFE RECQUIREMENTS
A MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE EXPOSLUIRE - Occupational Exposures
1 MPEs
[INSER™ MPE Chart]
2 Reterences

NCRP Report N¢ 86 (1986) Section 17 4 1

ANSI C95 * /119921 Section 4.1 1

8. MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE EXPOSURE - General Population
MPEs

[INSEFT MPE Chart)

2 RHeterences
NCRP Report No 86 (1986) Section 1742

ANSI C95 © 11992) Section 4.1 1

2) The proposed order needs tc address how the new guidelines
affect equipment currently in the field We would suggest that the
order incorporate ‘anguage such as ‘he following:



Thiz regulation does no! reflect concernregarding the
safety -t axsting equipmenrt and should not bg s0O
interprated

. This regulation applies to covered equipment placed
nto service after Augus® € '998, as follows:

For previously type aporoved equipment, no further
action will be deemed required by the manufacturer
antess specifically requested by the FCC. in which
svent manufacturer shall demonstrate and certify
compnance with ‘his ragalaton

boroall type approvais the manufacturer  shall
idemaonstrate and cartty ~ompliance with this

reguiation
. This reguiation does not apply '0 covered equipment
already  sarvice

3) The propossc order should reflect tha FCC's preeminent
authority over state and local jurisdictions in the regulation of RF
emissions as retlected ir Section 704 3 the Telecommunications
Act of 1996

For example, the order could inciude language similar to the
Chairman's March  letter to the Mayo: 2f San Diego on this topic.

4) TJo mitigate potential public concern that the FCC’s adoption of
"processing guwidelines” rather than safety standards” may not
sufficiently protect public health the preambie of the proposed
order could emphasize that these guidelines combine those specific
portions of the present exposure standards recommended -- through
a consensus process - by federal agercies Suggested language:

‘These FCC specified processing guidelines incorporate
specific elements of currert guidelines on  RF emissions and
reflect 'he —onsensus judgmer!' of the federal agencies



charged witt the protectior of the cuplic health and the
anvironmen!

5) The FCC s the tederal agency charged with prescribing rules for
RF emissions When questions arise reqgui-ing eaxpert interpretation
beyond the resources of the Commission, the FCC should rely on
either or both the IEEE SCC-28 subcommittee or the recently formed
committee revising the NCRP guidelires

6) To assure continued public corfiderce i the regulatory process.
the preamble language could state

“It should be noted that 'he *undamental parameters of
radio frequency exposure (SAR and SA' have not changed. MPE
imits are dernved from SAR critena  The proposed tightening
of MPE imits above * 5 Ghz does not arise from a fundamental
change i RF safety crntera bu! from a precaulionary desire
for more ngor n the derivatiar »f factors which allow MPE
limits to be denved from SAR {mits  Ongoing research and
improvements n RF dosimetry will result in increased
knowledge ¢ the relationship between MPE and SAR. and future
relaxation ! the revised MPE mite should not be ruled out if
the 'mprovec data base suppeors i



H le Susan Golding
15, 1996

Page 5

Neither the Commmuaications Act nor the FCC Rales nse the term. “moduistion
inerference.*  Different achinologies vee different modulstion schames, and we are not
mandating a moduistion scheme for PCS. We do aonsider modulation part of the “amission®
over which we bhave anthorky under the Commupicstions Act. Thesufore, we vould pot

with a statecnent that mm-odnnmmmmdnummw
wmum«mmm e \

T S. Yo what cens has the c«mmaumwm qﬂxy of Sant y
/ Diego from reguiating the placemens, construction and modificazion of o |\
PCS facilines on the basis of allsged interference to hearing aids, Vife
; «bwic wheelchairs, pacemakers. asomobile brakes, automobile 4
f braikes, awomobile airbags, and ather devicas? ‘

‘( Section 704 of the 1996 Act expressly preempts local governmental regulstion
s of | pummmm«mmmmmmu \
\ of the environmaersal effects of radio fraquency emissions to the extent thm euch |
\ comply with the Commission’s regulations conceming such emissions. 47 'J.S.C
2AXTXBKE). We already have guidelines in place for evaluating the envirommentsl /
rdistion from FOC-reguisted transenitters and facilitie: and specific ]
onrcsmm power and fleld srength. Seg 47 C.F.R Part 1, Subpant L, and 47/
C.F.R. Purt 24, Subpart E. ‘The PCS rules that protect against of bazards are bused oo & /
adopiad in 1992 by the American National Standards Instimits ("ANSI",. Sec /
GEN Docket No. 90-314, aPocxnu'noo 7780 €9 191-92 /
(1993); 47 C.ER. $24.2, - — T e
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mmdmxmwmmmmm«upw
mm«mmmmwmm«m
ar {nstrumentality thereof shall not unreasonably discriminstc among pruviders
Wwwmwmwammmammmu
provisice of persomal wireless servioes. 47 U.S.C. § 332(cX7)@BX7). This sectin -
lishes procedures for action (and sppeal of such action) on requests for suthorization
(iV) + construct, or moadify personal wireless eervice facilities. Id. § 332(c)7)E )G, (HD.

6. Do Federal Agencies have sole Jurisdiczion to regulare wireless
communicanons technologies with respect to:

. radio frequency inserference

b. modulation inrerference
C. low frequency electromagnesic flald braerference
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